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An appeal has bee, Ii J S on behalf 0f the properly owner wit Ii iFie In te Board

Ftliialinutiii Ire undcrshtrretl adrui’iistn’iIve judize ji,ndueteI :1 IlenuilIg iii bk hatter iii

NI ;Ii: 1 006 in Knox ill c lennessee. In attendance al the heaæng ‘c’-e ‘1 r and Mrs.

Stickney and Campbell County Properly Assessors presentativcs lark Rird and Braiidon

P4rten.

liNlINC FI’AlANIJCONfl.tSFO.S OF

Subject propcrt conists of an unirnpmvcd 25.O acre traci located iii a gated

comrnmuty on Deenvo Lane in 1_afollette. Tenricsee,

ic taxpayer contended that subject propcrl .hould be alued it 31 iI1 1 H In

suppOrl orrriis loSLtiLlfl. tile taxpiver ;rL’ued that he purchased ubject prirperlv iii

conjuncilon with a Section 1Q31 exchange on May 3.2005 for S5t111IHHP

The ssescor contended that ubjeet properl’ should he valued at S397i UI Ii

suppon cii Ibis ptlsi on. the I ssessor argued hat subject properly a ‘ml ofkred Fri s;i Ic on

the open market and r. Stickimey had a personal rctatFriisFiip will’ the .se or. lr Ford

asserted subject tract would command S192.000 fotfered for sale on the open niarkei.

I Jurisdkl.ion

The uN I.SUL lkitirc the Idri,,iii4lative LidUc cnrlcernsLLndiction. 1 ,- isue arise

from the fact that the disputed appraisal was not appealed to the Campbell County Board of

Equalization

Ike adniintstraixvejudgc f,nds that lennessec law reqUire’ a i;Ipayer Ur appeal LIII

nssessniciil the CoLIr,I Uurat-cI of}-Iquali.alion priorto appealing hi the State Board ol

Equalizaton. cnn. Code Ann § 67- -% 401 & 67-5- 4 2h A dmrect appeal %o the State

Board is pemiitted only ifthe assessor does not timeiv notify the taxpayer ofa change of



assessment prior to the meeti’lu oldie County Board. Term. Code Arm. § 6T-5-508aX3
* 6?-5-Y ic I. Nc’ cflheJcs. the leid;iture has a’s, provided thai

File t;npavcr skLIl ia right to a Ilearirru and deternriiraliori to
show reasonable cau-e for tire ta’pavcrs failure to flic all appeal
as pwvided in this section and, upon demoustratirrz such
reasonable cause, the [slate] board shall accept such appel from
the 1axpncr up to March I of the car ‘Lrhscqltcrrl loll ic car in
which the isserneni w:I ii,’de

Tern. Code Anti. § b7- 5-141 ?e. the A sesmcul Appeals Comnii s ‘ocr. in illtcrpreting

this section, has held that:

The deadlines and reLluiremeilts ipper] are c earl sd lit in
the aw and …iS net> of uperty arc ehaned ss ith kow cdge oc
hen It was not the intent of the reasonable cause provisions
to waive tIice requirements except lrere the tailure to mccl
them is due In illness or other eircumslances heorrd tile
taxpavcr control.

/‘ipeIiIrt Con, ci&inrc In Williarirsor, ouniv, l*;’ Year 192 ,.scsslCllt

Appeal Ccrr;rrxission .ug I, 1994L 5cc rnLu ‘ulri, Ircrycrs. Clwratham Cowu. *Ua Year

1991. Assessment Appeal.< Commission Dec. 3, 1993. Thus, dr the State Board of

Equalization In have jurisdiction in this appeal, the I ;–paycr hurst -sl,c w that ci icum.stances

icut’ct ts coutrol prevented t ftotu appcitütg to tire rtphelL ntltt Roard ut

Equal i’’ lion.

The taxpavcrr stated that he did not appeal to the Campbell County Board of

I quahtattott hecaa< lie vas not aware that the appraiat tad ntcreased until receiving the

tax bill. ihe taxpLcr teslified that this resulted nilE the lict the hsesclcrlt cEhailge rIOtJCc

was scat to the seller,

Tue adjnjStratie judge finds that the asscsuient change ‘lice was properly scat to

tile owner Lii record a of the rclev a’ t assestnenl dale. 3antra, I 2 5. f-lOveer. be

udltlinisIlalivcjudgc finds that the A.st,srnent Appds n,lflhilission his tbuad reanrrnhle

cause in essentially identical factual situations because tile postassessment date buyer

constitutes thr real party in interest. See, c.g I c Russ R,trsr/a/e Davidson Co.. Tax

Year ttI Filial Iknsion arId order. .Augu.sh I . 2{ttr}. Accr,rLlinu]’. L!rc adrll,nitr;ltivc

judge buds that the laxpavcr established reasonable cause for 101 ippeali rig to the Inca I

hoard and the State Board of Equalization therefore has jLlrisdieliorL

II. aluc

The basis olvaluation Is stated II lenrlessee Code Arlrl…’tiresl SCLtinir C-5-itIla is

that f tihe vii ne of all property shall be ascertained from the evIdence of its sound. i atrilisic

and immediate value. lhr purposes olsale between a willing >eller and a willing buyer

without consideration ii speculative ia ucs



Since the taxpayer is appealing from the detennination ofthe Campbell County

Board 0r Equalizaii ii, the burden i1 proof i5 on the axpa ver See SI al Baard 1

F1ualizaiion Rule t;6X}-I-. 111 and $j F01A .fj’xiixc! Con y’"r *. fl,nle.c.cry Jatvi Quality

Control Board, 620 S.’v.2d S 5 jiern. App. 195

Ike adminisn-ativejudgc finds that the taxpacrs purchase of subject prupelly or’

lay 3’IiOS cannot provide a basis of alt,ation torn! least three rcasolis First. Jaiixiiiy I.

5 constitti es the relevant rsLmsuicIlt datc puruarit to cnn. C t4e .*iui, * 6’- SAl 4LL

‘lie adnilxu.strativejude lirids that events occurring alter that dale are not relevani See

.1 cme Boo, C upan i- and . -I v/i/and Cii I Indugiri .. / Ccnponztin Cheatham ‘Un ‘v-la.’

Year I 9S’ wherein the Asstsment Appeal Imnliss ion rued that "jej vol IS 0CC UlTitig

alter Ithe assetnent I date are not rein mt un less offered for the hittliled purpose of show ii

that assumptions reasonaby made on or before the assessitleut date have been borne out by

subsequent cvcn;s . Final ec is ion and Order at 3. Scco,i I. even 1 the sai wu relovallI

cite sale does ho! necesariIy establish market vLIIIc. A ok>cr’eI liv the ArLnia- SLiprehile

Court itt luthill v. ;trLansas C’ooirv Equali:cioa &jvd. 797. 5. V. Zd 139, 4- t ArL

1990;

Certainly, the current purchase riLe i an irt]]urIkn eflicnion 0!
market ‘auto. hut it tjone dues not etpicuusivelv deteniiiiic
market value. An unwary purchaser might pay more than
market value for a piece ofpropertv, or a real bargain hunter
might purchase apiece opropcrty solehy hecawse he is getting it
for less than market value, and one ‘licli so] ntcd sale does ru!
establish market value,

Ihird. and perl aps nIt’t i nip il-I antl - uhj ccl propet was nfl er exposed hr 5:1 Ic on the

opefl iv$et. fle athninistrativeju&e Unds Mr. Stickney tcstiied he had a prHr

relotiojiship with the soller irid the property was never offireil for sale to the gcxieral public.

ORDER

Ii is thereibre ORDERIi! that the followine value and asscssmeilt be adopted for I:’.’

year 21p03:

LANIAI.UE ThiPRoVEMFNAtUE 1] AL VA liE ASsl:SSMFNI

S39DH -Ti- $392.IIF}O

It is l VU *l*llI R OR! N RED that any appli cable hearing cost - he assessed pursuant to

TeimCode Arm. § 675-t5URdl andState BoardolEqualization Rule ]6QO-l-.

Pursuani I I the Uniform Administrative rucctI ties Act. I ciii. Code A no - 4-5-

31 3 5 Ten ri ti&le Ann 67-5- I 51 and the R u]e x,I’ Couteietl Case Procedure of the

State Board of Fqualization, the parties are acivied ofthe thilowing remedies:

- A pam ‘nay appeal this decisiomi mild order to the As5ess mciii AppeaLs

Commission pursuant to Teim, Code .nii. 67-S tfl and Rue *00-b 2

3



of the Contested Case Procedures of the Slate Board of Equalization.

*JNLncssee Cur. Annotated i7-5- I .Stlcc pro’ LiC hat an appeal ‘niust be

filed ulihin thirty 30 das from the date ‘la initial decision s sent.

Ruk O6OOi-2 nc The Contested tse Procedures of the Slate Board of

Equalization provides hat the appeal he filed with the Executive Secretary of

the State Bonc-& and that the appeal ide,’tily the allegedly erroneous

findings of Ict and/or coriclH ‘i’ms of a.. I.’ the i rijilat order’ LI

I A party nia’ petition For reconsideration of’ hi decision :trid order pursuant to

Tom’. ode Ann, 4--3l7 within lifteeji 15 hivs of the entry orthe order.

The pciiticiii for reconsideration ,i,itt state the lcciIc grounds upon whjLJi

reJ icf is requested. 1 he filing of a petition for recujis iticration is aol a

pielequisile foT seeking aiiinisIrati’-e or iidicia re-iew: or

.- parly nay petition br a slay of effecti er’e I this dcci, ion and order

‘ursuapit hi Tern,, ode Ann, 4-5 16 niEtiii c ‘n 7 LlLts ni the e,,tj-v uI

he ordcr.

This order doa not become final urnil an official certificule is issued by the

Assesstiiciit A ppcals Commission. t’Iic al cert i ticales are toniially issued ‘c’ ciii y- five

7 divs a fler the entry ol’ the initial dcci ‘i on and order ii Plo pany has appealed.

l:NTERlD this 10th day ofMarch. 2006.

MARK I. MINSKY 6

A I Al IN! Si lt All V I J U D I -.

I ENM:.ssFF DEP." K MENT OF S rATE
ADIINISTRATIVIE I’ROCEDURLS DIVISION

C: Mr. DCLLPI V. Stickjiev
BU licks, :scsuc of Property
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